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 Appellant Elizabeth Moreno Frausto appeals from her conviction of sale of a 

controlled substance, contending the trial court erred in rejecting her request for an 

in camera review of the confidential personnel files of the four deputies involved in 

her arrest.  We affirm. 

 

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

 Appellant was charged by information with one count of possession for sale 

of a controlled substance in violation of Health & Safety Code section 11351.  In 

connection with that charge, it was further alleged that appellant possessed for sale 

14.25 grams or more of a substance containing heroin within the meaning of Penal 

Code section 1203.07 and Health and Safety Code section 11352.5, subdivision 

(1); that in 1975, 1981, and 1993, she had suffered three prior convictions within 

the meaning of Health and Safety Code section 11370.2, subdivision (a); and that 

she had suffered one prior conviction in 1993 within the meaning of Penal Code 

section 667.5, subdivision (b), that a term was served as described in Penal Code 

section 667.5, and that she did not remain free of prison custody or offense during 

a period of five years subsequent to the conclusion of the term.  

 

 Pitchess Motion 

 Appellant was arrested on March 5, 2003, by Los Angeles County Deputy 

Sheriff Brian Bishop and his partner Deputy Poff.  Female Deputy Mia Doeve and 

her partner Deputy Herrera were called to the scene to perform a search incident to 

arrest.  The search led to appellant’s arrest for possession of heroin. 

 Appellant’s counsel filed a motion for pretrial discovery pursuant to Pitchess 

v. Superior Court (1974) 11 Cal.3d 531,1 seeking materials “which relate, directly 

 
1  Defendant in Pitchess was charged with committing battery on four deputy 
sheriffs.  Defendant asserted that he acted in self-defense in response to the use of 
excessive force by the deputies.  He sought records of internal investigations of citizen 
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or indirectly, to accusations and/or evidence that [the four deputies who 

participated in her arrest] have engaged in acts of misconduct.”  Specifically, the 

motion sought materials that indicated the deputies engaged in dishonesty or illegal 

acts, such as “false arrest, fabrication of evidence or probable cause, filing or 

writing false police reports, perjury, planting evidence or using false police reports 

to cover up the use of excessive force, improper police tactics, or making false or 

misleading internal reports such as false overtime or false medical reports.”  The 

motion also sought “[a]ny other material which is exculpatory [of appellant] or 

which impeaches the credibility of any above named deputy.”  

 In support of the application, appellant attached copies of the two reports of 

her arrest.  Deputy Bishop’s report stated that the appellant was arrested in front of 

her home, “a known drug house where heroin is being sold” and that “has ties to 

the South Side Whittier gang”; that appellant consented to the search by saying “go 

ahead and strip search me if you want”; and that appellant’s daughter had been 

arrested for possession of heroin found hidden in her groin area.  Deputy Doeve 

stated in her report that prior to the search which she and her partner Deputy 

Herrera conducted, Deputy Bishop informed her that appellant and other of 

appellant’s family members were known to use heroin and that they commonly hid 

narcotics in the groin area.  

 Appellant’s counsel stated in her declaration:  “[The four deputies] claim in 

their report, and in the probable cause declaration attached to their report, that 

while on routine patrol, they observed a vehicle in front of a home that is alleged to 

be known as a drug house where heroin is being sold from and which has ties to 

the Southside Whittier Gang.  Deputies immediately recognized [appellant] who 

resides at the location with her family.  [¶]  Deputies contacted and arrested 

[appellant] for two outstanding warrants.  Deputies Bishop and Poff were 
                                                                                                                                                             
complaints alleging that the deputies had used excessive force on previous occasions.  
The Supreme Court concluded that he was entitled to such records.   
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suspicious of a bulge in [appellant’s] groin area and asked if she was carrying any 

drugs.  [Appellant] denied the possession of any drugs and told the deputies to ‘go 

ahead and strip search me if you want.’  Deputy Doeve was called to the scene to 

conduct a field search of [appellant] and found in her underwear two baggies 

containing a total of 62 balloons of heroin.  This is all false.  The deputies are 

lying.  [Appellant] did not have any drugs on her person and she has been the 

subject of continued harassment by these deputies.”  
 After reviewing the moving papers, the court denied the motion, citing 

insufficient showing of good cause to warrant an in camera review.  In so doing, 

the court stated that its first inclination was to grant, but that it was convinced 

otherwise by Warrick v. Superior Court (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1271, review 

granted June 25, 2003, S115738, in which the court held that although the 

defendant provided a specific factual scenario to support his Pitchess motion, it 

was not reasonably plausible, and therefore the trial court did not err in denying the 

motion.2   

 

 Evidence at Trial 

 Deputy Bishop testified that on March 5, 2003, at approximately midnight, 

he noticed appellant inside a vehicle in front of a house with which he was familiar 

from previous contacts.  He knew she had two outstanding warrants for traffic 

violations, and placed her under arrest.  He visually inspected appellant for 

weapons, and called for a female deputy to conduct a more thorough search.  

Deputy Doeve and Deputy Herrera arrived, took appellant to their vehicle, and 

searched her, finding two plastic baggies.  One contained 8 multicolored balloons 

and the other contained 54 multicolored balloons.  

 
2 Since Warrick is now under review by the Supreme Court, we do not rely on it.  Review 
was granted after the trial court’s ruling.  



 5

 Deputy Bishop opined that appellant possessed the heroin in order to sell it.  

He based his opinion on several factors.  First, appellant was unemployed, and 

“[s]he needs money to buy this heroin and to use heroin, and she doesn’t have a job 

to pay for it.”  Second, appellant possessed a large number of heroin balloons.  

Deputy Bishop testified that average heroin users utilize about two to three 

balloons of heroin per day.  He further explained that average heroin users would 

not keep more than two to three balloons in their possession at one time because 

(1) “they don’t have the money to buy more than that a day at a time;”3 (2) “if they 

have too much in their possession at one time they’ll use it all at once, 

overdosing;” and (3) “they don’t keep a lot on them because friends will come over 

and steal it from them or rob them for it.”  Third, appellant had a cellular phone on 

her person, which Deputy Bishop argued could be used “to facilitate illegal drug 

sales.”  Finally, at the time of her arrest, appellant did not have in her possession 

any device to ingest heroin.  

 Appellant testified that she did not have any balloons of heroin in her 

possession and was not wearing any type of underwear conducive to hiding such a 

quantity of drugs.  Appellant complained of injuries and was checked out by a 

doctor after the arrest and search.  She did not remember who conducted the 

search, but remembered that it occurred after the female officers arrived and took 

her to their car. 

 The jury found appellant guilty.  She was sentenced to 13 years.  

 

 
3 Deputy Bishop testified that the approximate street value of the heroin found on 
appellant was between $300 to $600, with each balloon costing somewhere between $5 to 
$10.  



 6

DISCUSSION 

I 

A 

 The primary issue raised on appeal is whether the trial court erred in denying 

appellant’s Pitchess motion.  The standard of review for a trial court’s ruling on a 

motion of this kind is the abuse of discretion standard.  (Alford v. Superior Court 

(2003) 29 Cal.4th 1033, 1039.) 

 The process by which a criminal defendant may discover confidential peace 

officer personnel records through a Pitchess motion was codified by the enactment 

of Penal Code sections 832.7 and 832.8 and Evidence Code sections 1043 through 

1045.  (See City of Santa Cruz v. Municipal Court (1989) 49 Cal.3d 74, 81.)  The 

two Penal Code provisions make clear that peace officer personnel records are 

generally confidential, and the Evidence Code provisions provide the specific 

procedures that must be followed to obtain discovery of such records.  In 

particular, Evidence Code section 1043, subdivision (b)(3) requires “[a]ffidavits 

showing good cause for the discovery or disclosure sought, setting forth the 

materiality thereof to the subject matter involved in the pending litigation . . . .”   

 Section 1045, subdivision (b) provides that the court, if it grants the motion, 

shall examine the information in chambers.  The law thus strikes a balance 

between the peace officer’s claim to confidentiality, and the criminal defendant’s 

interest in all information relevant to his or her defense.  “The relatively relaxed 

standards for a showing of good cause under section 1043, subdivision (b) . . . 

insure the production for inspection of all potentially relevant documents.  The in 

camera review procedure and disclosure guidelines set forth in section 1045 

guarantee, in turn, a balancing of the officer’s privacy interests against the 

defendant’s need for disclosure.”  (City of Santa Cruz v. Municipal Court, supra, 

49 Cal.3d at p. 84.)    
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 The test for determining whether good cause exists was set forth in City of 

Santa Cruz v. Municipal Court, supra, wherein the Supreme Court stated that the 

requisite showing “‘may be satisfied by general allegations which establish some 

cause for discovery’ other than a mere desire for all information in the possession 

of the prosecution” and that the information sought must be “‘requested with 

adequate specificity to preclude the possibility that defendant is engaging in a 

“fishing expedition.”’”  (49 Cal.3d at p. 85, quoting Pitchess v. Superior Court, 

supra, 11 Cal.3d at pp. 536-538.)  Defendant in City of Santa Cruz was charged 

with resisting arrest.  The police reports made clear that considerable force was 

used to effect the arrest.  Defense counsel’s declaration asserted that the officers 

used excessive force.  The court concluded that the declaration set forth “a specific 

factual scenario” to support the assertion that excessive force was used, and 

“[v]iewed in conjunction with the police reports,” the declaration “establish[ed] a 

plausible factual foundation for an allegation of excessive force, put the court on 

notice that the officers’ alleged use of excessive force will likely be an issue at 

trial, and articulate a valid theory as to how the information sought might be 

admissible.”  (49 Cal.3d at pp. 85-86.) 

 In the wake of the Supreme Court’s decision in City of Santa Cruz, courts 

evaluate defense Pitchess motions according to whether they provide “a ‘specific 

factual scenario’ establishing a ‘plausible factual foundation’” for their allegations 

of misconduct.  (City of San Jose v. Superior Court (1998) 67 Cal.App.4th 1135, 

1150; accord, People v. Collins (2004) 115 Cal.App.4th 137, 151; California 

Highway Patrol v. Superior Court (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1010, 1020.) 

 Whether a sufficient showing of good cause was or was not made has been 

the subject of numerous appellate decisions, and the answer has turned on the 

specific facts presented.  In City of San Jose, supra, where consent to search was 

an issue, defense counsel stated that “‘knowing and voluntary consent to enter was 

not in fact obtained by the officers’” without explaining “whether the officers 



 8

coerced [the defendant] into consenting (and if so, what means of coercion the 

police employed), or whether the officers simply failed to obtain [the defendant’s] 

consent.”  (67 Cal.App.4th at p. 1147.)  Similarly, counsel alleged that “‘evidence 

disclosed during that search was mishandled by the officers to such an extent as to 

deny [defendant] a fair trial,’” but “failed to specify which item or items of 

evidence were mishandled [or] how the evidence was mishandled.”  (Ibid.)  The 

Court of Appeal concluded that discovery should not have been allowed, reversing 

a trial court order.  (Id. at p. 1150.) 

 In People v. Collins, supra, 115 Cal.App.4th 137, this court affirmed a trial 

court’s denial of a Pitchess motion where defendant was charged with possession 

of drugs found during an attempted body cavity search that had been conducted 

based on information received in an anonymous note.  Defendant claimed that two 

specific officers “‘did not follow policy and procedures, destroyed material 

evidence, and failed to follow search procedures [by] tampering with evidence 

[and] acting without probable cause on an unreliable and bogus confidential letter 

that was destroyed by design.’”  (Id. at pp. 149-150.)  The trial court denied the 

motion because there was no evidence to suggest that the two officers whose 

records he sought to discover “‘ever had any dealings with the evidence [or] that 

they participated in the search.’”  (Ibid.)  We agreed with the trial court because the 

two officers were neither “involved in the attempted visual body cavity search that 

ultimately led to the discovery of the heroin” nor participated in “retriev[ing] the 

heroin balloons from the floor after defendant dropped them there,” and because 

“defendant’s declaration merely made general allegations of misconduct against 

[the two officers] without alleging any facts that provided reason to believe the 

misconduct had occurred.”  (Id. at p. 151.) 

 In People v. Hustead (1999) 74 Cal.App.4th 410, on the other hand, the 

court agreed with the defense that confidential material should have been reviewed 

in camera where the declaration in support of the Pitchess motion contained 
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specific statements concerning misstatements in the arresting officer’s report.  

“[A]ppellant’s counsel asserted in his declaration that the officer made material 

misstatements with respect to his observations, including fabricating appellant’s 

alleged dangerous driving maneuvers.  He also stated that appellant asserted that he 

did not drive in the manner described by the report and that his driving route was 

different from that found in the report.  In addition, he claimed that a material and 

substantial issue in the trial would be the character, habits, customs and credibility 

of the officer.  These allegations were sufficient to establish a plausible factual 

foundation for an allegation that the officer made false accusations in his report.  It 

demonstrated that appellant’s defense would be that he did not drive in the manner 

suggested by the police report and therefore the charges against him were not 

justified.”  (Id. at pp. 416-417.) 

 A basis for in camera review was also found in People v. Gill (1997) 60 

Cal.App.4th 743, where the defendant asserted that one of two arresting officers 

“pushed [his] face into a garage door, gashing his cheek,” and that “‘[i]t will be a 

defense in this matter that the alleged contraband was placed on [defendant] by 

[the arresting officer] to cover up for his use of excessive force and that the officer 

has [a] pattern of fabricating probable cause in dope cases.’”  (Id. at pp. 746, 750.)  

The defendant did not seek review of the other arresting officer’s personnel files, 

although both of the officers involved in the arrest testified to seeing the defendant 

drop rocks of cocaine.  The court held that the defendant “has demonstrated good 

cause for the requested discovery and that the trial court abused its discretion by 

summarily denying the discovery motion.”  (Id. at p. 750.) 

 In California Highway Patrol v. Superior Court, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 

1010, the court concluded that defendant did not meet the good cause requirement 

for discovery of personnel records pertaining to unrelated misconduct where he 

alleged that two officers (McCain and Conley) used excessive force in arresting 

him and had testimony from an independent witness that defendant did not act 
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violently until the officers used excessive force.  Based on those allegations, the 

trial court had been prepared to turn over documents related to a problem police 

report prepared by Conley and documents related to a time card documentation 

issue on the part of McCain.  The Court of Appeal issued a writ directing the trial 

court to vacate that order because the report indicating that defendant was violent 

and resisted arrest was prepared by McCain and because the time card issue was 

irrelevant.  “Defendant has not claimed that Officer Conley prepared a false police 

report concerning his arrest, nor did his motions set forth a specific factual scenario 

to support an allegation of any kind of misconduct on Officer Conley’s part other 

than excessive force.  [¶]  Similarly, defendant’s motion failed to show good cause 

for discovery of the investigation of Officer McCain’s time card documentation 

issue.  As we have discussed, defendant showed good cause for discovery of 

complaints of false police reports filed by Officer McCain.  However, that showing 

is not good cause for defendant’s request for records reflecting time card 

irregularities, because there is insufficient similarity between an allegation of 

officer misconduct consisting of filing a false police report and prior officer 

misconduct consisting of time card irregularities.”  (84 Cal.App.4th at p. 1023.) 

 The court disagreed with defendant’s position, which it characterized as 

follows:  “(1) it is common knowledge that officers will lie to protect each other; 

(2) therefore, an officer’s credibility is always at issue; and (3) any records 

reflecting dishonesty on the officer’s part are material to the defense and thus 

discoverable . . . as impeachment evidence . . . .”  (California Highway Patrol, 

supra, at pp. 1023-1024.)  The court rejected the notion that defendants could 

obtain discovery of all information contained in an officer’s personnel records 

which potentially reflect on the officer’s credibility merely by asserting that 

“police officers are known to lie” because such a procedure “would effectively 

abrogate the good cause requirement . . . by permitting fishing expeditions into the 

arresting officers’ personnel records in virtually every criminal case.”  (Id. at 
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p. 1024.)  The court did not consider the “unsupported allegation by defendant that 

officer credibility is relevant because all officers are dishonest and are likely to lie 

about their fellow officers’ use of excessive force” to be the “showing of good 

cause” required by Evidence Code section 1043.  (Id. at p. 1025.) 

 

B 

 As can be seen from the above discussion, the issue presented in review of a 

Pitchess motion is whether the defendant has provided a “specific factual scenario” 

which establishes a “plausible factual foundation” for how the material sought 

might aid in the defense, or whether the support for the motion could more 

accurately be characterized as generic assertions that “all officers are dishonest” 

raised in order to engage in a “fishing expedition” into otherwise confidential 

information.  Our analysis of the record leads us to agree with the trial court that 

appellant failed to make the good cause showing required to warrant an in camera 

review of the deputies’ personnel files.   

 Counsel’s declaration misleadingly describes the deputies’ reports, implying 

that they indicate that all four deputies “recognized” appellant and her home as a 

“known drug house [with] ties to the Southside Whittier Gang.”  Nothing supports 

that assumption.  The reports indicate that only Deputy Bishop was familiar with 

appellant or her home or her family’s alleged activities.  Counsel’s declaration 

charges that “[appellant] has been the subject of continued harassment.”  There are 

no specifics provided to back up that bald assertion.  The only information that can 

be gleaned either from counsel’s declaration or the deputies’ reports is that Deputy 

Bishop was aware that appellant’s family had a history of drug sales, that her 

daughter had been arrested for possession of heroin hidden in her groin area, and 

that he knew appellant had two outstanding warrants.  The declaration did not 

contend that Deputy Bishop’s information was faulty or that he had ever 

undertaken improper action with respect to appellant or any member of her family.  
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A law enforcement officer does not engage in “harassment” by keeping abreast of 

criminal activity and outstanding warrants in his patrol area.  Appellant’s vague 

accusation of harassment does not support review of any of the deputies’ 

confidential files.  

 The final and most serious accusation in the declaration was that “[t]he 

deputies” were “lying” when they said they “found in her underwear two baggies 

containing a total of 62 balloons of heroin.”  Although appellant did not explicitly 

so state, the court was apparently expected to draw the conclusion that the 62 

balloons of heroin were planted.  Again, however, appellant provides no 

specifics--who, when, how, why--and the known facts undermine the claim.  The 

declaration states that Deputy Bishop and his partner, after taking appellant into 

custody for having two outstanding warrants, became “suspicious of a bulge in 

[appellant’s] groin area and asked if she was carrying any drugs.”  Appellant 

denied being in possession of drugs and told the deputies “to ‘go ahead and strip 

search me if you want.’”  The reports put the fact slightly differently.  They state 

that Deputy Doeve noticed the bulge in appellant’s groin area, asked appellant if 

she was in possession of drugs, and received permission to search.  

 The most salient point was not disputed:  two different sets of deputies were 

involved, and there was no evidence that the deputies who conducted the search 

had ever heard of appellant before that day.  Deputy Bishop, the sole deputy 

familiar with appellant and her prior activities, was not involved in the search in 

any way.  Thus, based on nothing more than one deputy’s familiarity with 

appellant’s history as a drug offender, we are expected to conclude that four 

deputies silently and instantaneously conspired to plant drugs on her during a 

routine search.  Like the court in California Highway Patrol, supra, 84 

Cal.App.4th 1010, we reject the notion implicit in appellant’s contentions that all 

law enforcement officers are dishonest and lie to back up their fellow officers.  

Appellant did not provide a “specific factual scenario” establishing a “plausible 



 13

factual foundation” for her claim of misconduct.  She did not, for example, allege 

that evidence was planted in order to cover up use of excessive force (see City of 

Santa Cruz v. Municipal Court, supra, 49 Cal.3d 74; People v. Gill, supra, 60 

Cal.App.4th 743); nor did she claim that the officers were lying about her consent 

to the search (cf. City of San Jose v. Superior Court, supra, 67 Cal.App.4th 1135; 

People v. Collins, supra, 115 Cal.App.4th 137).  Her only attempt to suggest a 

motive--Deputy Bishop’s knowledge of her background and presumed desire to 

catch her in possession--fell short since Deputy Bishop did not conduct the search 

or claim to have found the heroin balloons.  The trial court did not abuse its 

discretion in denying her motion. 

 

II 

 Appellant claims in the second half of her brief that the constitutional rights 

described in Brady v. Maryland (1963) 373 U.S. 83 were somehow violated.  

Under Brady, the prosecution must disclose any evidence that is favorable to the 

defendant and material on the issues of guilt or punishment.  (See People v. 

Gutierrez (2003) 112 Cal.App.4th 1463, 1471.)  This obligation to disclose 

includes both impeachment and exculpatory evidence, and exists irrespective of 

whether the defendant makes a specific request for such information.  (Ibid.; see 

also Abatti v. Superior Court (2003) 112 Cal.App.4th 39, 52.)  “‘The scope of this 

disclosure obligation extends beyond the contents of the prosecutor’s case file and 

encompasses the duty to ascertain as well as divulge “any favorable evidence 

known to the others acting on the government’s behalf[,]”’ including the police.”  

(People v. Gutierrez, supra, 112 Cal.App.4th at p. 1472, quoting In re Brown 

(1998) 17 Cal.4th 873, 879.)   

 Under Brady, evidence is considered material “‘if there is a reasonable 

probability that, had the evidence been disclosed to the defense, the result of the 

proceeding would have been different.’”  (City of Los Angeles v. Superior Court 
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(2002) 29 Cal.4th 1, 7-8, quoting United States v. Bagley (1985) 473 U.S. 667, 

682.)  “A ‘reasonable probability’ of a different result is accordingly shown when 

the government’s evidentiary suppression ‘undermines confidence in the outcome 

of the trial.’  [Citation.]”  (Kyles v. Whitley (1995) 514 U.S. 419, 434; see also 

People v. Gutierrez, supra, 112 Cal.App.4th at p. 1472.)  However, it must be 

noted that “Brady did not create a general constitutional right to discovery in a 

criminal case.”  (People v. Gutierrez, supra, 112 Cal.App.4th at p. 1472; see also 

Abatti v. Superior Court, supra, 112 Cal.App.4th at p. 52.)  

 The interplay between Brady and Pitchess was described by our Supreme 

Court in City of Los Angeles v. Superior Court, supra, 29 Cal.4th at page 14:  “Our 

state statutory scheme allowing defense discovery of certain officer personnel 

records creates both a broader and lower threshold for disclosure than does the 

high court’s decision in Brady, supra, 373 U.S. 83.  Unlike Brady, California’s 

Pitchess discovery scheme entitles a defendant to information that will ‘facilitate 

the ascertainment of the facts’ at trial (Pitchess, supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 536), that is, 

‘all information pertinent to the defense’ (City of San Jose v. Superior Court 

(1993) 5 Cal.4th 47, 53 . . .).”  The court went on to say that “[b]ecause Brady’s 

constitutional materiality standard is narrower than the Pitchess requirements, any 

citizen complaint that meets Brady’s test of materiality necessarily meets the 

relevance standard for disclosure under Pitchess.”  (City of Los Angeles v. Superior 

Court, supra, 29 Cal.4th at p. 10.)   

 The converse is also true.  Evidence is material under Brady only “‘if there 

is a reasonable probability that, had the evidence been disclosed to the defense, the 

result of the proceeding would have been different.’”  (City of Los Angeles v. 

Superior Court, supra, 29 Cal.4th at pp. 7-8.)  For purposes of Pitchess, however, 

“defendant need only show that the information sought is material ‘to the subject 

matter involved in the pending litigation.’”  (Id. at p. 10.)  It follows that “if a 

defendant cannot meet the less stringent Pitchess materiality standard, he or she 
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cannot meet the more taxing Brady materiality requirement.”  (People v. Gutierrez, 

supra, 112 Cal.App.4th at p. 1474.)   

 Appellant’s real argument seems to be that Brady requires routine review of 

the complete files of all personnel records of police officer witnesses in a criminal 

proceeding.  The court in Gutierrez rejected this assertion and the assertion that 

“the prosecutor was obliged to conduct a review of the files of ‘all significant 

police officer witnesses’ and disclose any Brady material.”  (112 Cal.App.4th at 

p. 1474-1475.)  The court cited the Supreme Court’s holding in Alford v. Superior 

Court, supra, 29 Cal.4th 1033, 1046, that unless the prosecution seeks Pitchess 

disclosure “by complying with the procedure set forth in Evidence Code sections 

1043 and 1045[,] . . . peace officer personnel records retain their confidentiality 

vis-à-vis the prosecution.”  Since the Supreme Court has held that information in 

confidential personnel files is not deemed to be in the possession of the 

prosecution, the failure to conduct a review of the files and disclose any negative 

information to the defense could not have violated Brady. 

 

DISPOSITION 

 The judgment is affirmed. 
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